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REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The real party in interest in this appeal is the fbllo-sving party: Xntemational Business 
Machines Corporation of Armonk^ New York, 
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RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

With respect to other appeals or interferences that will directly affect, or be directly affected 
by, or have a bearing on the Board's decision in the pending appeal, there are no such appeals or 
interferences. 
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STATUS QFC^AIM$ 

A. TOTAL NUMBER OF CLAIMS IN APPUCATION 

Qaims in tKe application are: 1-24 

B. STATUS OF ALL THE CLAIMS IN APPLICATION 

1 ; Claiins canceled: None 

2 . Claims withdrawn from consideration but not canceled: None 

3 . Claims pending: 1 -24 

4. Claims allowed: None 

5. Claims rejected: 1-24 

6. Claims objected to: None 

C. CLAIMS ON APPEAL 

The claims on appeal are; 1-24 
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STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 
No amendments have been submitted since the final ofiHce action was mailed. 
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SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

A. CLAIM 1 - INDEPETHDENT 

Claim 1 is directed to a method for identifying hard-coded strings for conversion (i.e,, 
internationalization) (Figure 2, page 7, line 17 through page 8, line 20). The method contains 
the following steps: 

• scanning programming code for a pair of delimiters used to delimit text strings (210, page 
10, lines 3-15); 

• determining whether the enclosed string is a path name to a resource file (220, 240, page 
10, line 17 through page 11, line 17); and 

• if the enclosed string is not a path name to a rcsoimce file, the string is flagged as a 
possible hard-coded string (270, page 12, lines 13 through page 13, line 3). 

B. CLAIM 2 - DEPENDENT 

Claim 2 is directed to the alternative step that when the enclosed string is a path name to 
a resource file, the string is not flagged (250, page 1 1 , line 22 through page 12, line 4). 

C. CLAIM S - DEPENDENT 

Claim 5 is directed to the path name being a resource bundle (page 9, Imes 22-23). 

D. CLAIM 6 - DEPENDENT 

Claim 6 is directed to the string enclosed by the pair of delimiters being a path name to 
the resource file if the string is m a dot delimited notation (page 11, line 9), 

E. CLAIM 9 - INDEPENDENT 

Claim 9 is directed to a con^uter program product in a computer readable medium for 
identifying hard-coded strings that require conversion (not specifi<^ly shown» page 8, lines 21- 
23). This claim is a computer program analog to method claim 1 . 
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F. CLAIM 17 - INDEPENDENT 

Claim 17 is directed to a data processing system (Figure 1, referaice 13, page 1, line 17 
through page 8, line 20) contaiaiog the following parts and means to perform the method of 
claim I : 

• a processor (10, page 7, lines 2 1 -22); 

• a memory (14, 16, page 8, lines 3-6); 

• aix input mechanism (24, 26, 28, page 8. lines 15-16); 

• an output mechanism (38, page 8, line 1 8); 

• a bus system to couple the processor to the memory xmit, input mechanism, and output 
mechanism (12, page 7, line 2 1 through page 8, line 1 8); 

• means for scaiming programming code for a pair of delimiters used to delimit text strings 
(42, page 7, line 24 through page 8, line 12); 

• means for determinmg whether the enclosed string is a path name to a resource file (42, 
page 7, line 24 through page 8, line 12); and 

• means for flagging the string as a possible hard-coded string if the enclosed string is not a 
path name to a resource file (42, page 7, line 24 through page 8, line 12). 

G. CLAIM 18 - DEPEINDENT 

Claim 18 is directed to the data processing system of claim 17, additionally featuring 
means for not flagging said string as a possible hard-coded string if said string is a path name to 
said resource file (42, page 7. line 24 through page 8, line 12). 

H. CLAIM 24 - DEPENDENT 

Claim 24 is directed to the data processing system of claim 23, additionally featuring 
means for continuing to scan the programming code for additional pairs of delimiters if any 
programming code remains (42, page 7, line 24 through page 8, line 12). 
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GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

A, GROUND OF REJECTION 1 (Claims 1-24) 

Claims 1-24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102 as anticipated over Bowen et al., 
Keyword Searches of St ructured Databases . U.S, Patent No, 6,094,649, July 25, 2000 
(hereinafter "Bowen")- 
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ARGUMENT 
A. GROUND OF REJECTION 1 {Qalms 1-24) 

A*l* Claims 1-4, 7-12, 15-20» and 23-24 

The rejection asserts that Bowen discloses the following firom claim 1; 

- scanning programming code fbr a fir^t pair of delimiters that are used to 
delimit text strings (col. 4, line 53-55 "a keyword search,,, location identifier** 
and col 7, lines 45-50 "..^programming languages,.. Java... C-H-... and tools"); 

- determining whether a string within said pair of string delimiters is a path 
name to a resource file (col 4, line 56-62 "keyword with resource locators.., 
include. .UKLs, hot links, file paths... among others"); and 

- if said string is not a path name lo said resource file than flagging said string 
as a possible hard-coded string (col. 4 lines 22-26 "One method of the 
invention begins . . . selection ... one data» ... in the structured database; each 
selected item data and has a corresponding location identifier which 
identifies the itcm*s location within the structured database**)* 

A prior art reference anticipates the claimed invention under 35 U*S.C, § 102 only if every 

element of a claimed invention is identically shown in that single reference, arranged as they are in 

the claims. In re Bond, 910 F.2d 831, 832, 15 U.S.P.Q.2d 1566, 1567 (Fed. Cir. 1990). All 

limitations of the claimed invention must be considered when determining patentabihty. In re 

Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 1582, 32 U.S.P,Q.2d 1031, 1034 (Fed. Cm 1994). Anticipation focuses on 

whether a claim reads on the product or process a prior art reference discloses, not on what the 

reference broadly teaches. Kalman v. Kimberty-Clark Corp., 713 F.2d 760, 218 U.S.P.Q. 781 (Fed. 

Cir. 1983). 

Bowen does not anticipate the invention recited in claim 1 because Bowen does not 
identically show every element of the invention recited in this claim. More specifically, Bowen 
does not disclose ^"scanning programming code for a first pair of string delimiters that are used 
to delimit text strings^'; nor does this reference disclose ''detemtining whether a string within 
said first pair of string delimiters is a path name to a resource file'\ In reading the claim on 
Bowen, the rejection is interpreting claim 1 so broadly that the words lose their commonly 
understood meaning. Each of these steps will be discussed separately. 

There are at least two ways in which Bowen does not meet the feature of "scanning 
programming code for a first pair of string delimiters that are used to delimit text strings'": the 
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reference is not scanning ''programming code" and it is not scanning for *'delimUer^\ In 
response to Appellants previous assertion that Boiven is not scanning code, the Examiner 
responded that ''Bowen discloses the 'keyword searching of highly structured data, Wfiere data 
could be a document, flat/iie etc. (col 6, lines 5J- 67). Bowen specifically explained that the 
ifwention is suited for programming languages such as Java, Pascal, CCGl Perl, SQL, 
APIs, SDKs, assembly, firmware, microcode, and/or other languages and tools, [quoted from 
Bowen, column 7, lines 48-50] These all are one skill in the art considered as programming 
languages'' (Final OfEce Action mailed January 10, 2006, page 3, paragraph 3). The cited 
excerpt reads as follows: 

As used here, a "stmctured database" is a collection of data items organized 
primarily by rules other than those governing natural languages such as 
English, The data items may contain natural language text such as addresses or 
part names in a relational database, but relations, tables, txees, or other 
structures are the primary means of organization^ Structured database 
operations aid decision-making by allowing users to combine individual data 
items in various ways, as illustrated in the SQL query above. 

Relational databases are one example of structured databases; other 
examples include hierarchical, inverted-list, object-relational, object-oriented, 
and flat-file databases. Structured databases may be stored in a single location 
or distributed between several machines. Regardless of the approach taken to 
storage, many structured databases can be accessed through a network, 

Bowen, colxmm 6, line 55 through column 7, line 3 

Additionally, the excerpt firom Bowen that was quoted in the rejection, when read 
in context, states: 

Suitable software for implementing the invention is readily provided by 
those of skill in the art using the teachings presented here and programming 
languages and tools such as Java, Pascal, C-i-h, C, CGI, Perl, SQL, APIs, 
SDKs, assembly, firmware, microcode, and/or other languages and tools. 

Bowen, column 7, lines 45-50 

These excerpts support the Examiner's assertion that Bowen is searching highly 

structured da@, but not the assertion that Bowen is searching programming code. The 

programming code mentioned in this reference is the language in which the search engine of 

Bowen can be inq)lemented; however, the progmmming code is not itself searched. Instead, the 

method of Bowen searches structured databases, exactly as its title suggests. Bowen does not 

show the searching of programming code. 
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The rejection further asserts that the string delimiters cited in claim 1 are shown in the 
following excerpt: 

Indexing may be acconipliahed by providing to a keyword search engine indexing 
agent both the textual Tepresentation of each selected item's data, and the selected 
item's location identifier* The indexing agent produces an index that associates 
keywords with resotirce locators, and each resource locator Includes a textual 
representation of a data item location identifier. Suitable indexing agents include web 
crawlers, indexing "bots", and other text indexing tools. Suitable resource locators 
include URLs, hot links, file paths, and distinguished names, object class names, table 
names, and primary database key values, among others. 

Bo wen, column 4, lines 52-62 

In this excerpt, as in the rest of the reference, Bqwen searches for keywords, not 
delimiters. One of ordinary skill in the art would not interpret a search for a keyword as 
searching for a pair of delimiters since one searches for content (keywords) and the other 
searches for markers of imknown content (delimiters). Further, the claimed invention searches 
for a ESk of delimiters; Bowen's searches are not for pairs of keywords. Thus, Bowen does not 
meet the feature of ''scanning progf-amming code for a first pair of string delimiters that are 
used to delimit text strings'*. 

Regarding the step of "^detet mining whether a string within said first pair of string 
delimiters is a path name to a resource f\l^\ the rejection points to Bowen*s "^resource file (coL 
4, line 56-62 ^'keyword with resource locators,,, include. .URLs, hot links, file paths,,, among 
others This quotation is part of the excerpt shown earlier on this page. As se«n there, 
Bowen states that the process it discloses will find keywords, determine their locations, and 
create an mdex associating the keyword with its correat^onding resource locators ^ One of 
ordinary skill in the art would not understand the act of associating a keyword with 
corresponding resource locators to be the same as determining v^hether a string is a resource 
locator- Thus, Bowen does not meet the feature of "''determining whether a string within said 
first pair of string delimiters is a path name to a resource file'\ 

In the Final Office Action, the Examiner appears to be defending the position that Bowen 
can be read on the steps of claim 1 if the reference shows both the action and a object of the 
action, even if the context does not show the claimed action being performed in conjunction with 
the claimed object For example, Bowen shows both scanning (searching) and programming 
code (programming languages), but the reference does not show scanning programming code. 
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When Appellants made this assertion previously, the rejection simply pointed to the same cites 
and asserted that Appellants were making general allegations. It is not a general allegation to 
assert that searching usinje: programming code is not the same as searching through programming 
code. Appellants have pointed to specific differences and have not received a reply that 
addresses the discontinuity between the actions and elements as shown in Bowen. 

Therefore, as argued above, Bowen does not meet the features of claim 1 . Contrary to 
the Examiner's assertion, the arguments presented are not general allegations, but point to 
specific differences between the claimed invention and the reference cited. Thus, the rejection of 
this group of claims should be overturned. 



A«2. Claims 5» 13, and 21 

Claim 5 is representative of this group of claims and recites, ''wherein said path imme is 

a resource bimdle^\ in addition to the features of independent claim L The application defines a 

resource bundle as follows: 

As stated above Java has developed tools to assist in developing 
internationalized programs and allowing text strings to appear in the language 
of the locale. One such tool is the use of resource files commonly referred to in 
Java as resource bundles. A resource bundle class may be used for 
externalizing text strings, i.e. not hard-coding strings in the program. The 
resource bundle class represents a bundle of resources that may he looked up 
by name. The resources may include appropriate text strings for a given locale 
that are mdexed by what are commonly referred to as keys. Keys are free 
formatted strings that appear in the program code as well as in the resource 
bundle thereby allowing the program to access the externalized string. By 
having resource bundles associated with particular locales, e.g., a resoiirce file 
with resources associated with the US English locale, a resource file with 
resources associated with the French locale and so forth, appropriate text 
strings associated with the particular locale may be loaded at runtime. 

Application, page 3» line 1 6 through page 4, line 3 

The rejection cites Boweo, column 4, lines 52-62, excerpted above, which refers to 

resource locators including URLs, hot links, file paths, etc. However, Bowen is not concerned 

with internationalization and has no reason to use or refer to resource bundles, as that term is 

used in the application. Reading this limitation on Bowen ignores the meaning of resource 

bundles. Thus, the rejection of this group of claims should be overturned. 
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Claims 6» 14, and 22 

Claim 6 is exemplary of the claims in this group and recites '^wherein said string within 

said first pair of string delimiters is a path name to said resource file if said string is in a dot 

delimited notatio?i*\ in addition to the features of claim 1. The feature recited in claim 6 is not 

specifically concerned with the search for delimiters; rather it addresses and further defines the 

determining step by defining how the determination can be made. Against this recitation, the 

rejection cites column 5, lines 55-64 of Bowen^ which states: 

As used here, a "keyword" search is a pattern-matching search which tries to 
locate instances of digital data using a key word or phrase. Many conventional 
web search engines support keyword searches. Keywords may contain 
wildcards. For instance, if the question mark is used as a wildcard capable of 
matching any single character and the asterisk is used as a wildcard capable of 
matching any zero or more characters, then the keyword "b?t*" would match 
the words "bat", *T>ct", %ot", "but", 'battle", "bitten", and '^butane", 
among others. In some cases keywords may also contain regular expressions, 
such as the regular expressions used in the familiar lexical analysis program 
lex or the familiar text editors emacs and vi. A keyword may contain smaller 
keywords connected by operators such as AND and OR. 

This citation discusses keyword searching, \s^ich does not address the specific recitation 

of claim 6. Specifically, this excerpt does not address the determination whether a string is a 

path name. Instead^ this excerpt discusses searching and does not address actions subsequent to 

the search. Since this feature is not shown by Bowen, the rejection should be overturned, 
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CLAIMS APfEWJtfls 
The text of the claims involved in the appeal are; 

1 . A metiiod for identifying hard-coded strings that require conversion, the method 
comprising the computer-implemented steps of: 

scanning programming code for a first pair of string delimiters that are used to delimit 
text strings; 

detenninirig whether a string within said first pair of string delimiters is a path name to a 
resource file; and 

if said string is not a path name to said resource file then flagging said string as a possible 
hard-coded string. 

2. The method as recited in claim 1 wherein said string is not flagged as a possible hard- 
coded string if said string is a path name to said resource file. 

3. The method as recited in claim 1^ wherein said programming code comprises platform- 
independent byte code. 

4. The method as recited in claim 1 , wherein said path name is a uniform resource locator, 

5. The method as recited in claim 1 , wherein said path name is a resource bundle. 

6* The method as recited in claim 1 , wherein said string within said first pair of string 
delimiters is a path name to said resource file if said string is in a dot delimited notation. 
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7. The method as recited in claim 1 , wherein said programming code is scanned line by line 
until said first pair of string deliniiters is identified. 

8. The method as recited in claim 7, wherein if there is any more programming code to be 
scanned after said first pair of string delimiters is identified, then the method further comprises 
the step of: 

continuing to scan said programming code for a second pair of delimiters. 

9^ A computer program product in a computer readable medium for identifying hard-coded 
string that require conversion, comprising: 

programming operable for scanoing programming code for a first pair of string delimiters 
that are used to delimit text strings; 

programming operable for determining whether a string within said first pair of string 
delimiters is a path name to a resource file; and 

programming operable for flagging said string as possible hard-coded string if said string 
is not a path name to said resource file. 

10. The computer program product as recited in claim 9 wherein said string is not flagged as 
a possible hard-coded string if said string is a path name to said resource file. 

1 1 . The computer program product as recited in claim 9, wherein said prognunming code 
comprises platform-independent byte code. 

12. The computer program product as recited in claim 9, wherein said path name is a uniform 
resource locator, 
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1 3. The computer program product as recited in claim 9, wherein said resource file is a 
resource bundle. 

14. The computer program product as recited in claim 9, wherein said string within said first 
pair of string delimiters is a path name to said resource file if said string is in a dot delimited 
notation. 

15. The computer program product as recited in claim 9, wherein said programming code is 
scanned line by line until said first pair of string delimiters is identified. 

16. The computer program product as recited in claim 1 5, wherein if there is any more 
programming code to be scanned after said first pair of string delimiters is identified, then the 
method further comprises: 

programming operable for continuing to scan said programming code for a second pair of 
delimiters. 

17. A data processing system, comprising: 
a processor; and 

a memory unit for storing instructions of said processor; 
an input mechanism; 
an output mechanism; 

a bus system for coupling the processor to the memory unit, input mechanism, and output 
mechanism; 
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means for scanning programming code for a first pair of string delimiters that axe iised to 
delimit text strings; 

means for determining whether a string within said first pair of string delimiters is a path 
name to a resource file; and 

means for flagging said string as a possible hard-coded string if said string is not a path 
name to said resource file . 

18. The data processing system as recited in claim 17, wherein the system further comprises: 
means for not flagging said stxing as a possible hard-coded string if said string is a path 

name to said resource file, 

19. The data processing system as recited in claim 1 7, wherein said progranuning code 
comprises platform-independent byte code. 

20. The data processing system as recited in claim 17, wherein said path name is a uniform 
resource locator, 

21. The data processing system as recited in claim 17, wherein said resource file is a resoiirce 
bundle. 

22. The data processing system as recited in claim 1 7, wherein said gtring within said first 
pair of string delimiters is a path name to said resoiirce file if said string is in a dot delimited 
notation. 
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23. The data processing system as recited in claim 17» wherein said programming code is 
scanned line by line until said first pair of string delimiters is identified. 

24. The data processing system as recited in claim 23, wherein if there is any more 
programming code to be scanned after said first pair of string delimiters is identified, then the 
method further comprises: 

means for continuing to scan said prograniming code for a second pair of delimiters. 
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EV1DE]>(CE APPENDIX 
There is no evidence to be presented. 
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RELATED PROCEEDINGS APPENDIX 
There are no related proceedings. 
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